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mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction
worker vehicle trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may
include, but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers and air pollution control
devices), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe
emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or
attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis. Furthermore, emissions from the overlapping
construction and operational activities should be combined and compared to South Coast AQMD’s
regional air quality CEQA operational thresholds to determine the level of significance.

If the Proposed Project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction or attracts diesel-fueled
vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency
perform a mobile source health risk assessment®.

In the event that implementation of the Proposed Project requires a permit from South Coast AQMD,
South Coast AQMD should be identified as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project in the EIR.
The assumptions in the air quality analysis in the EIR will be the basis for evaluating the permit under
CEQA and imposing permit conditions and limits. Questions on permits should be directed to South
Coast AQMD’s Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the Proposed Project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires
that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to minimize these
impacts. Any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be analyzed. Several resources to
assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed Project include
South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook®, South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan®, and Southern California Association of
Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy’.

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that air quality, greenhouse
gas, and health risk impacts from the Proposed Project are accurately evaluated and mitigated where
feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at Isun@agmd.gov.

Sincerely,
Lijin Sun
Lijin Sun, J.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

LS
RVC210112-05
Control Number

5 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment can be found at:
http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis.

6 South Coast AQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan can be found at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf (starting on page 86).

7 Southern California Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 RTP/SCS can be found at:
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal PEIR.pdf.













decision that is stood a better chance of increasing density by sliding through site-specific amendments
than it did proposing changes that would have faced greater scrutiny during the general update.

For these reasons, accepting the applicant’s attempt to circumvent that City-wide General Plan
update by proposing a site-specific amendment less than 16 months after the update is ill-advised, mis-
guided, and inconsistent with the expectations of the citizens of the City. We respectfully request that
the City deny application to amend the General Plan and require that development proceed as envisioned
by the community of stakeholders that participated in updating the General Plan.

Comments on Initial Study and Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

We appreciate that the City decided to withdraw MND for the Project and, instead, issue a Notice
of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report. The impacts of this Project are significant both
individually and cumulatively. As a preliminary matter, for the reasons noted above, we believe it is poor
public policy to allow site-specific amendments to the General Plan so close to the last update. If the City
agrees, which it should, we believe the City should advise the applicant that it is unlikely that the City will
approve its general plan amendment before the applicant embarks on a timely and costly EIR.

We noticed a disconnect in the Initial Study between the City’s determination of which categories
of the environment have the potential to be significantly impacted by the Project and which categories of
the environment will be assessed in the EIR. For example, the City concludes (wrongfully in our view) that
it is “unlikely that the Project will have a substantial adverse effect on the scenic vistas” in the area. (Initial
Study at 21). Nevertheless, the IS states that the potential effects to scenic vistas will be “further analyzed
in the forthcoming EIR.” (Initial Study at 22). We agree that impacts to scenic vistas from the Project
should be analyzed in the EIR and request that the City align its decision on the significance of the impact
to correspond to its determination that the category will be assessed in the EIR. Our concern is that if the
impact is not identified as “Potentially Significant Impact” that the project proponent may use that
determination to try to evade review of the categories in the EIR or the imposition of mitigation measures
identified in the EIR. We agree with all of the categories that the IS concludes must be studied in the EIR

and request that each of these categories also be identified as having “Potentially Significant Impacts”
from the Project.

In our July 24, 2020 comment letter we identified that the applicant mischaracterized the allowed
density for the CEIR-1 and CEIR-2 zones. It is disappointing to see that the IS continues to mischaracterize
the allowed density under the current zoning for the property. According to the City’s GIS Map the
property is zoned CEIR-1 and CEIR-2. The minimum lot sizes in these zones allow 1 du/ac for CEIR-1 and
0.5 du/ac for CEIR-2 (or 1 dwelling unit per two acres). Yet, the IS continues to mischaracterize the
density as CEIR-1/2. (IS at 25). Likewise, the IS summarily and wrongfully concludes in a footnote that the
total allowed density under current zoning is 1 DU/AC when assessing the baseline for assessment of
impacts of the proposal. (IS at 28, fn. 3). A substantial portion of the property is zoned CEIR-2 which
allows 0.5 DU/AC. There is no way that the 45- acre site can develop up to 45 DU under the current zoning
as the IS asserts. This wrongfully overstates the actual allowed density under the current zoning which
will inevitably lead to inaccurate assessment of the actual impacts from this proposal.

It is also disappointing that the applicant continues to ignore the significant risks to public safety
posed by the plan to drastically increase density while only providing a single point of ingress and egress
to the 45-acre project site. During the hearings on the 2020 Proposal, that applicant noted that the City




Fire Marshall required an alternate emergency access to the Project Site. The applicant represented to
the Planning Commission during the September 23, 2020 hearing that an alternate emergency access
point south of Lot 76 would be extended south through adjoining property to 50" Avenue. The applicant
has not, however, included plans to extend the emergency access to South 50" in the Current Proposal.
Additionally, the applicant has not demonstrated that it is acquired the requisite legal rights needed to
lawfully extend the emergency access through adjoining private property to south to 50" Avenue. Dr.
Thorton who owns the property stated during the Planning Commission hearing that there were no legal
rights to cross her property to access the Project Site—emergency or otherwise. And, it is our
understanding that the applicant has been unbale to secure those legal rights. Rather than change the
site plan to add a true emergency access point that physically connects to South 50th, the applicant has
stuck to the same, vague plan perhaps hoping no one will realize that the proposed “emergency access”
will be a dead end. Likewise, the IS fails to identify the significant impact a single-access site design will
have on public health and safety and proposes to “study” potential impacts to emergency access in the
EIR. (See IS at 44 and 57). With the increase in density proposed the applicant must provide a second
means of ingress and egress to the project site.

Finally, approving this general plan amendment will create a precedent for approval of similar
proposals to other areas the impacts of which must also be assessed in this EIR. The City and applicant
cannot evade comprehensive environmental review of the impacts associated with similar plan
amendments by conducting a piecemealed environmental review. When assessing the impacts the EIR
must also assess the increase in density if other areas of the City designated Desert Estate Neighborhood
are redesignated to allow 3 DU/AC.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
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Sam and Patti Kyle 7






